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PREFACE 

Iowa  State  University,  Ames,  Iowa,  is  conducting  a  series  of  Sociological 
Studies  in  Civil  Defense.  The  report  summarized  herein  deals  with  one  study 
of  the  series:  an  analysis  of  local  government  officials  and  their  role  in 
implementing  civil  defense  in  local  communities.  The  local  government  officials 
studied  are  mayors  and  members  of  county  boards.  Local  civil  defense  directors 
in  the  same  local  government  area  are  also  studied. 

Other  Iowa  State  University  studies  have  focused  on  local  civil  defense 

directors,  community  power  actors,  adoption  patterns  of  the  general  populace, 

formal  voluntary  organizations,  and  community  wide  civil  defense  social  action 
l 

programs. 

Although  there  are  data  readily  available  which  describe  certain  general 
civil  defense  aspects  of  local  governing  bodies  (for  example,  how  many  commu¬ 
nities  are  participating  in  civil  defense  activities)  there  is  little  infor¬ 
mation  available  on  the  roles  of  county  board  members  or  mayors  as  they  relate 
to  the  implementation  of  civil  defense. 

The  study  summarized  herein  is  a  pilot  attempt  to  present  concepts  and 
methods  which  can  be  used  to  better  understand  the  local  milieu  in  which  civil 
defense  programs  must  be  implemented.  The  central  concept  of  the  report  is 
role,  i.e.,  a  set  of  expectations  applied  to  a  position.  In  the  study,  partial 
definitions  of  civil  defense  roles  (expectations)  of  board  members,  mayors,  and 
local  civil  defense  directors  were  obtained  from  various  official  sources. 

These  partial  role  definitions  were  then  synthesized  into  "ideal"  role  defini¬ 
tions  to  be  used  as  criteria  or  standards  against  which  to  compare  the  defini¬ 
tions  of  the  same  roles  £8  seen  by  the  county  board  members ,  mayors ,  and  local 
civil  defense  directors.  Other  important  concepts  related  to  the  concept  of 
role  are  also  utilized  in  the  report. 

Some  societal  roles  are  quite  clearly  defined  and  there  is  generally  a 
high  degree  of  consensus  regarding  their  definitions.  The  role  of  the  local 
civil  defense  director  does  not  appear,  in  general,  to  be  as  clearly  defined. 


lFor  a  complete  list  of  reports  published  in  Iowa  State  University’s 
Sociological  Studies  in  Civil  Defense  Series,  see  pages  iii  and  iv. 
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Also,  Chore  appears  to  be  considerable  vagueness  regarding  the  specific  civil 
defense  roles  of  county  board  members  and  mayors.  It  is  to  the  problem  of 
gaining  knowledge  about  these  roles  that  this  report  addresses  itself. 
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SUMMARY 


Responsibilities  for  Civil  Defense 

According  to  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Act,  civil  defense  is  the  joint 
responsibility  of  federal,  state,  and  local  governments.  As  originally 
enacted  m  1951,  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Act  stated  that  the  "responsi¬ 
bility  of  civil  defense  shall  be  vested  primarily  in  the  States  and  their 
political  subdivisions."  In  1958  the  policy  declaration  was  amended  by 
Public  Law  85-606  so  that  "the  responsibility  for  civil  defense  (is) 

vested  jointly  in  the  Federal  Government  and  the  several  States  and  their 
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political  subdivisions." 


General  Objectives  of  the  Research  Study 


The  general  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  study  relationships  between 
local  government  officials  and  the  implementation  of  local  civil  defense. 
It  is  not  feasible  to  focus  on  all  such  relationships.  The  general  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  report  are: 

1.  To  develop  a  conceptual  framework  to  aid  in  the  investigation  of 
relationships  between  local  elected  officials  (county  board  members  and 
mayors)  and  local  civil  defense,  especially  local  civil  defense  directors. 
The  conceptual  framework  focuses  on  role  definitions  (role  expectations) 
and  role  performances. 

2.  To  empirically  test  parts  of  the  conceptual  framework  in  a  field 
study  of  local  government  officials  and  local  civil  defense. 

3.  To  analyze  the  degree  of  consensus  between  two  different  role 
definitions  of  the  same  position.  The  three  positions  to  be  studied  are 
those  of  the  county  board  member,  the  mayor,  and  the  local  civil  defense 
director.  The  role-def iners  will  be  the  incumbents  of  these  positions: 
county  board  members,  mayors,  and  local  civil  defense  directors. 


^Public  Law  81-920,  approved  January  12,  1951,  sec.  2  (66  Stat.  1266). 
^Public  Law  85-606,  approved  August  8,  1959,  sec.  2  (72  Stat.  532). 
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A.  To  analyze  the  degree  of  congruence  between  role  definitions  and 
perceptions  of  role  performances.  The  role  definitions  and  role  perfor¬ 
mances  of  county  board  members,  mayors  and  local  civil  defense  directors  will 
be  analyzed. 


The  Conceptual  Framework 

The  following  is  a  presentation  of  the  conceptual  framework  used  to 
study  relationships  between  local  governing  bodies  and  the  implementation 
of  local  civil  defense.  Four  of  the  basic  concepts  used  are  "role,"  "role 
performance,"  "consensus,"  and  "congruence." 

"Role"  is  defined  as  a  set  of  expectations  applied  to  an  incumbent  of 
a  lun.  For  example,  the  suL  of  civil  defense  tasks  the  mayor  expects 

the  local  civil  defense  director  to  perform. 

"Role  performance"  is  defined  as  the  actual  behavior  of  an  incumbent  of 
a  position.  For  example,  the  actual  task-behavior  of  the  local  civil  defense 
director  is  his  "role  performance." 

"Consensus"  Is  defined  as  the  corresp<  ndence  (or  agreement)  between 
two  different  sets  of  role  definitions  for  a  given  position.  For  example, 
a  county  board  member  might  define  the  local  civil  defense  director's  role 
quite  differently  than  a  mayor  might;  if  so,  it  would  be  said  that  there  is 
low  consensus  between  the  two  role  definitions. 

"Congruence"  is  defined  as  the  correspondence  (or  agreement)  between  a 
definition  of  a  role  and  a  perception  of  the  incumbent's  performance  of  that 
role.  For  example,  a  county  board  member  might  say  the  local  civil  defense 
director  should  perform  certain  tasks.  If  the  county  board  member  perceives 
that  the  director  has,  in  fact,  performed  those  tasks,  it  would  then  be  said 
that  there  is  i.lgh  congruence  between  the  county  board  member's  definition 
of  the  director's  role  and  the  county  board  member's  perception  of  the 
director '8  role  performance. 

Figure  1  illustrates  the  elements  and  some  of  the  relationships  of  the 
conceptual  framework.  The  circles  illustrate  elements ;  the  1 ines  between 
between  the  circles  illustrate  relationships  between  the  elements;  the  cross- 
hatched  areas  where  the  circles  overlap  illustrate  either  "consensus"  or 
"congruence." 
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Elements 

’  -  ■  . .  * . -  i  {  : 

The  four  circles  on  the  left  side  of  Figure  1  (A,  B,  C,  and  D)  refer 
to  a  local  elected  official,  his  role,  and  his  role  performance: 

Circle  A  represents  a  local  elected  official,  that  is,  a  county  board 
member  or  a  mayor  (that  is,  the  incumbent  of  a  position). 

Circle  B  represents  the  role  performance  of  a  local  elected  official.* 

Role  performance  is  the  actual  behavior  of  a  local  elected  official  in 
carrying  out  his  civil  defense  role.  i 

Circle  C  represents  the  role  of  a  local  elected  official  as  defined  by 
any  given  role-def iner ,  such  as  a  local  civil  defense  director. 

C-ircl e  D  represents  the  "ideal*'  role  of  a  local  elected  official  as  . 
defined  by  official  civil  defense  sources. 

The  four  circles  on  the  right  side  of  Figure  1  (E,  F,  G,  and  H)  refer 
to  the  local  civil  defense  director. 

Circle  E  represents  a  local  civil  defense  director,  i.e.,  the  incumbent. 

Circle  F  represents  the  civil  defense  role  performance  of  a  local  civil 
defense  director. 

Circle  G  represents  the  civil  defense  role  of  a  local  civil  defense 
director  as  defined  by  any  given  role-def iner . 

Circle  H  represents  the  "ideal"  role  of  a  locul  civil  defense  director 
as  defined  by  official  civil  defense  sources. 

Relationsh ips 

Relationships  between  elements  in  Figure  1  are  represented  by  the  lines 
which  connect  the  circles.  The  lines  do  not  Indicate  all  possible  relation¬ 
ships  between  elements  of  the  conceptual  framework,  only  selected  ones.  The 
lines  proceeding  from  Circle  A  represent  the  local  elected  official's  per¬ 
ceptions  of  (1)  the  local  civil  defense  director,  (2)  the  local  civil  defense 
director's  role,  and  (3)  the  local  civil  defense  director's  role  performance. 
The  lines  proceeding  from  Circle  E  represent  the  local  civil  defense  director's 
perceptions  of:  (4)  the  local  elected  official,  (5)  the  local  elected 
official's  civil  defense  role,  and  (6)  the  local  elected  official's  civil 
defense  role  performance. 
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Figure  1,  Sorre  elements  and  relationships  of  the  conceptual  framework 
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"Ideal"  role  definitions  reflect  official  civil  defense  expectations  of 
persons  in  given  positions. 


The  crosshatched  areas  in  Figure  1  where  the  circles  overlap  represent 
consensus  and  congruence: 

Consensus  is  the  correspondence  between  two  different  sets  of  role 
definitions,  as  represented  by  the  overlap  between  Circles  C  and  D  and  Circles 
G  and  H. 

Congruence  is  the  correspondence  between  a  definition  of  a  role  and  a 
perception  of  the  performance  of  that  same  role,  as  represented  by  the  over¬ 
lap  between  Circles  B  and  C  and  Circles  F  and  G. 

Elaboration  of  relationships  among  elements 

Figure  2  is  an  expansion  and  elaboration  of  Figure  1.  Figure  1  is  a 
general  diagram  of  elements  and  certain  relationships  of  the  conceptual 
framework.  Figure  2  is  more  specific  to  this  report  in  that  it  focuses  on 
county  board  members  and  mayors  separately,  rather  than  using  the  general 
term,  "local  elected  official."  There  are  six  circles  in  each  cell,  but, 
for  clarity,  each  cell  shows  only  two  relationships:  one  incumbent's  per¬ 
ception  of  one  role  and  his  perception  of  the  attendant  role  performance. 

Cells  1,  2,  and  3  focus  upon  the  civil  defense  role  and  role  performance 
of  county  board  members,  as  they  are,  respectively,  seen  by:  (1)  county 
board  members  themselves,  (2)  mayors,  and  (3)  local  civil  defense  directors. 

Thus,  in  Cell  1  the  incumbent  county  board  member  (see  Circle  I)  is 
asked  what  he  perceives  a  county  board  member's  civil  defense  role  to  be 
(see  Circle  R) ,  and  how  well  county  board  members  have  performed  that  role 
(sec  Circle  P,  which  refers  to  role  performance). 

Cells  4,  5,  and  6  focus  upon  the  civil  defense  role  and  role  performance 
of  mayors  as  seen  by:  (4)  county  board  memoers,  (5)  the  mayors  themselves, 
and  (6)  local  civil  defense  directors. 

Cells  7,  8,  and  9  focus  upon  the  role  and  role  performance  of  local 
civil  defense  directors  as  seen  by:  (7)  county  board  members,  (8)  mayors, 
and  (9)  the  local  civil  defense  directors  themselves. 


Figure  2.  Elaboration  of  relationships  among  elements 
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THE  STUDY  POPULATION  AND  SAMPLE 

The  population 

The  population  from  which  the  study  sample  was  selected  is  composed  of 
the  counties  in  Iowa  which  had  (at  the  time  the  sample  was  selected)  Joint 
County-Municipal  Civil  Defense  Administrations.  The  name  "Joint  County- 
Municipal  Civil  Defense  Administration"  is  the  Iowa  equivalent  of  the  "county 
civil  defense  supervisory  committee"  found  in  many  states.  Each  Joint  County- 
Municipal  Civil  Defense  Administration  in  Iowa,  as  legally  organized,  is  com¬ 
posed  of  one  member  of  the  county  board  and  the  mayor  (or  mayor's  represent¬ 
ative)  of  each  municipality  which  has  passed  a  resolution  to  participate  in 
it. 

Sampling  counties 

The  first  characteristic  considered  when  selecting  sample  counties  was 
whether  or  not  the  county  had  an  official  Joint  County-Municipal  Civil  Defense 
Administration  on  record  with  the  State  Office  of  Civil  Defense.  The  counties 
which  had  an  official  Joint  County-Municipal  Civil  Defense  Administration 
(n  «  64)  were  then  divided  into  two  groups:  those  with  no  Program  Papers 
(n  -  26)  and  those  with  Program  Papers  (n  ■  38).*  Those  counties  with  Pro¬ 
gram  Papers  were  further  subdivided  into  two  groups:  those  receiving  Person¬ 
nel  and  Administrative  (P  &  A)  funds  (n  ■  25)  and  those  not  receiving  P  &  A^ 
funds  (n  -  13) .  The  counties  receiving  P  &  A  funds  were  then  divided  into 
two  groups:  one  where  the  local  director  received  no  salary  (n  *•  0)  and  one 
where  the  local  director  received  some  salary  (n  *  25) .  The  25  counties  were 
further  divided  into  two  groups:  where  the  directors  were  paid  full-time  (n  ■  16) 
and  paid  part-time  (n  «  9) . 

After  this  categorization  was  completed,  nine  counties  were  selected  for 
this  pilot  study.  The  nine  counties  were  selected  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  a 
purposive,  stratified  sample  of  Iowa  counties  having  Joint  County-Municipal 
Civil  Defense  Administrations. 


*A  Program  Paper  is  a  management  document  that  prescribes  specific  tasks 
a  local  government  should  do  to  build  its  civil  defense  capability. 


. . •^-***M*m< fcb 


Sampling  of  local  officials  within  counties 

In  each  of  the  sample  counties,  persons  holding  three  different  positions 
were  studied:  county  board  members,  mayors,  and  county-municipal  civil  defense 
directors. 

County  hoard  members  (n  -  9)  In  each  of  the  sample  counties,  one 
county  board  member  was  selected  to  be  interviewed.  He  was  chosen  either 
because  he  was  the  county  board  member  with  specific  responsibility  for  civil 
defense  or,  if  no  one  had  such  specific  responsibility,  because  he  was  the 
chairman  of  the  county  board. 

Mayors  (n  ■  21)  In  each  sample  county,  mayors  of  municipalities  that 
had  passed  resolutions  to  be  part  of  a  Joint  County-Municipal  Civil  Defense 
Administration  were  listed.  From  this  list  a  maximum  number  of  three  mayors 
per  county  were  randomly  selected  for  study. 

County-municipal  civil  defense  directors  (n  -  9)  The  county-municipal 
civil  defense  director  in  each  of  the  nine  sample  counties  was  interviewed  to 
obtain  data  needed  for  analytical  purposes. 

"Ideal"  Definitions  of  County  Board  Members',  Mayors'  and 
Local  Civil  Defense  Directors'  Civil  Defense  Roles 

One  objective  of  the  report  is  to  delineate  a  set  of  "ideal"  civil 
defense  role  expectations  for  the  three  roles  being  analyzed:  county  board 
members,  mayors,  and  local  civil  defense  directors.  The  research  presented 
in  this  report  is  more  complex  than  most  "role  consensus  analyses"  because 
it  focuses  on  three  different  positions  rather  than  on  only  one  position. 

The  study  of  consensus  is  further  complicated  because  there  are  various 
persons  who  may  have  civil  defense  role  definitions  (expectations)  of  each 
position. 

Because  there  are  so  many  possible  role-def iners  of  local  government 
officials'  positions,  one  of  the  first  steps  in  any  study  of  role  consensus 
is  to  clearly  delineate  the  role-def iners  whose  expectations  are  to  be  com¬ 
pared.  In  this  study  there  are  four  role-def iners:  (1)  county  board  members, 
(2)  mayors,  (3)  local  civil  defense  directors,  and  (4)  an  "ideal"  role 
definition  based  upon  official  state  civil  defense  sources. 
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The  consensus  comparisons  made  in  this  report  are  comparisons  between 
(a)  an  "ideal"  definition  of  a  given  role  and  (b)  role-definers '  definitions 
of  that  role. 

One  possible  "role-def iner"  of  the  civil  defense  roles  of  county  board 
members,  mayors  and  local  civil  defense  directors  is  official  state  civil 
defense  sources.*  Since  the  field  study  was  conducted  in  Iowa,  official  Iowa 
civil  defense  documents  and  state- level  Iowa  civil  defense  officials  were 
consulted  in  the  preparation  of  "ideal"  civil  defense  role  definitions  for 
county  board  members,  mayors  and  local  civil  defense  directors. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  "ideal"  role  definitions  developed 

in  this  research  project  are  lists  of  "possible  responsibilities."  Each 

list  of  "possible  responsibilities"  is  composed  of  two  types  of  items: 

"responsibilities"  and  "non-responsibilities."  Those  items  which  are  termed 

"responsibilities"  are  defined  as  such  by  official  state  civil  defense 

sources.  Those  items  which  tre  termed  "non- responsibilities"  are  items  not 

2 

defined  as  responsibilities  by  official  state  civil  defense  sources. 

A  list  of  possible  responsibilities  with  task  items  "correctly"  desig¬ 
nated  "responsibilities"  or  "non-responsibilities"  for  a  given  position  is 
called  an  "ideal"  role  definition.  Such  a  list  is  termed  "ideal"  because 
it  reflects  official  civil  defense  expectations  of  incumbents  of  a  certain 
position. 

The  "ideal"  role  definitions  utilized  in  this  report  are  presented 
in  Figures  3,  4  and  5. 


i 

‘Information  sources:.  Iowa  Code.  Chapter  28A  (including  the  amendments 
in  House  File  417),  the  Iowa  State  Survival  Plan,  state  civil  defense  officials 
(where  specifically  appropriate)  and  other  official  civil  defense  sources 
(pamphlets,  etc.). 

^he  authors  recognize  that  the  "ideal"  role  definitions  delineated  in 
this  report  are  not  an  exhaustive  listing  of  the  civil  defense  responsibilities 
of  mayors,  county  board  members,  and  local  civil  defense  directors.  The 
authors  found  that  the  different  levels  of  responsibilities  and  the  different 
sources  stating  such  responsibilities  make  it  very  difficult  at  the  present 
time  to  deal  with  ideal  civil  defense  role  responsibilities.  Hopefully  such 
role  responsibilities  will  be  more  clearly  delineated  and  recorded  in  the 
future. 
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Figure  3.  "Ideal"  definition  of  county  board  member's  role 

Is  It  "Ideally"  the 

List  of  possible  responsibilities  responsibility  oi 

of  county  board  members  county  board  members? 


(1)  Prepare  an  annual  civil  defense  budget  .... 

(2)  Appoint  one  of  its  members  to  the  Joint  County- 
Municipal  Civil  Defense  Administration  .... 

(3)  Appropriate  funds  .for  civil  defense . 

(A)  Appoint  the  county-municipal  civil  defense 

director  . 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


(5)  Direct  the  activities  of  the  county-municipal 
civil  defense  director  . 


(6)  Prepare  for  continuity  of  government  in  an 
emergency  . 


(7}  Develop  a  plan  far  the  preservation  of 
essential  records  . 


(8)  Jfc  in  charge  following  natural  disasters 
in  the  county  . 


(9)  Coordinate  efforts  of  fire  services  in  the 
county  . 


(10)  Promote  the  licensing,  marking  and  stocking  of 
shelter  spaces  in  buildings . .  .  .  . 


No 


b,c 


Yes 
Yesc 
Noa,C 
NoC 
Yes** 


(11)  Establish  an  Emergency  Operating  Center  for  b 

government . . .  ^es 

c 

(12)  Develop  a  basic  operational  plan  ........  No 


aiowa  Code  (including  House  File  A17)  . 

^Iowa  State  Survival  Plan. 

c0fficial  of  the  Iowa  Civil  Defense  Administration. 

^Implicit  in  civil  defense  literature  extant  at  the  time  of  the  research 
study. 
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Figure  4.  "Ideal"  definition  of  mayor's  role 

List  of  possible  responsibilities  Is  it  "ideally"  the 

of  mayors  responsibility  of  mayors? 

(1)  Attend  or  send,  a  representative  to  Joint 
County-Municipal  Civil  Defense  Administra¬ 
tion  meetings  (or,  Attend  CD  planning 

meetings)  .  Yes* 


(2) 

Direct  the  activities  of  the  county-munici¬ 
pal  civil  defense  director  . 

No* 

(3) 

Prepare  for  continuity  of  government  in  an 
enter  ger.cy . 

Yesb 

(4) 

Attend  civil  defense  information  and 
training  programs  . 

Yesc 

(5) 

Develop  and  conduct  civil  defense  training 
programs  . 

Yesb 

(6) 

Disseminate  anti-communist  literature  ... 

No 

(7) 

Promote  the  licensing,  marking  and  stocking 
of  shelter  spaces  in  buildings  . 

\ 

A  c 

Yes 

aIowa  Code  (including  House  File  417) . 
bIowa  State  Survival  Plan. 

cImplicit  in  civil  defense  literature  and  programs  extant  at  the  time 
of  the  research  study.  „ 
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Figure  5,  "Ideal"  definition  of  county-municipal  civil  defense  director’s  role 


Is  _it  "Ideally"  the 

List  of  possible  responsibilities  of  responsibility  of  county- 

county-municipal  civil  defense  directors  municipal  civil  defense  directors? 


(1)  Carry  out  civil  defense  public  information 

programs . . .  Yesa 

(2)  Call  out  the  National  Guard  in  an  emergency  No 

(3)  Establish  an  Emergency  Operating  Center  .  .  Yes 

(4)  Prepare  for  continuity  of  government  in  an 

emergency . . .  Yes 

(5)  Develop  and  conduct  civil  defense  training 

programs  . . Yes 

(6)  Develop  plans  to  care  for  evacuees .  Yes 

(7)  Be  in  charge  of  any  natural  disaster  in 

your  area .  Yes 

(8)  Disseminate  anti- communist  literature  ...  No 

(9)  Carry  out  the  existing  licensing,  marking 

and  stocking  shelter  programs  .  Yes 

(10)  Develop  a  radiological  monitoring  capa¬ 
bility  .  Yes 

(11)  Obtain  federal  surplus  equipment  for  your 

county .  Yes 

(12)  Work  with  volunteer  organizations  on  civil 

defense . .  Yes 


aAll  of  the  responses  on  this  page  are  marked  "yes"  or  "no"  in  accord 
with  the  responses  of  an  official  of  the  Iowa  Civil  Defense  Administration. 


13 


Consensus  Comparisons; 

"Role-Def iner"  Definitions  Compared  to  "Ideal"  Role  Definitions  \ 

The  three  "ideal"  roles  which  are  central  to  this  study  are  listed  on 
the  left  side  of  Figure  6;  the  three  types  of  role-definers  (respondents) 
considered  in  this  study  are  listed  across  the  top  of  Figure  6. 


Figure  6.  Consensus  Comparisons:  comparisons  of  role-definers1  definitions 
of  given  roles  and  "ideal"  definitions  of  those  roles 

Role-definers  j 


Role-defined 


(1) 

County  Board 
Members ' 
Definition 
of  Role  of 


(2) 

Mayors ' 
Definition 
of  Role  of 


(3) 

Civil  Defense 
Directors ' 
Definition 
of  Role  of 


"Ideal"  Definition 
of  Role  of 

"Ideal"  Definition 
of  Role  of 

"Ideal"  Definition 
of  Role  of 


1.  County  Board  2.  County  Board  3.  County  Board 
Members  Members  Members 


4.  Mayors 


5.  Mayors 


6.  Mayors 


7.  Civil  Defense  8.  Civil  Defense  9.  Civil  Defense 
Directors  Directors  Directors 


Each  of  the  numbered  cells  in  Figure  6  represents  a  "consensus  comparison." 
Cell  "1,"  for  example,  represents  a  comparison  between  the  "ideal"  definition 
of  the  civil  defense  role  of  county  board  members  and  the  civil  defense  role 
of  county  hoard  members  as  defined  by  county  board  members  themselves.  Cell 
"2"  compares  the  "ideal"  definition  of  the  role  of  county  board  members  and 
the  mayors'  definitions  of  the  county  board  members’  role.  Cell  "3"  compares 
the  "ideal"  definition  of  the  role  of  county  board  members  and  the  county- 
municipal  civil  defense  directors'  definitions  of  the  role  of  county  board 
members.  And  so  on,  for  the  remaining  six  cells.  \ 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  studying  the  degree  of  consensus  between 
an  "ideal"  definition  of  a  given  role  and  various  role-definers'  definitions 
of  that  role.  Some  of  these  reasons  follow: 
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One  of  the  goals  of  federal  and  state  civil  defense  personnel  is  to 
clearly  define  the  civil  defense  role  responsibilities  of  locc.l  government 
officials  so  that  national  and  state  civil  defense  goals  are  met.  if  a  local 
civil  defense  capability  is  to  be  developed,  it  is  Imperative  that  local 
government  officials  clearly  understand  their  civil  defense  role  reaponai. 
blllties.  Local  officials  probably  will  not  effectively  implement  civil 
defense  unless  they  understand  what  they  should  or  should  not  do  re  civil 
defense. 

The  analysis  of  consensus  comparisons  will  provide  insights  into  the 
extent  to  which  local  government  officials  understand  their  own  and  others' 
civil  defense  role  responsibilities. 

Sunmary  Highlights  of  Findings  of  Consensus  Comparisons 

Consensus  Comparison  JL ;  county  board  members  *  definition  of  the  county  board 
member ' s  r»le  compared  with  the  "ideal”  definition  of  the  county  board  member 1 s 
role 

County  board  members  seemed,  in  general,  to  understand  their  ideal  role 
"responsibility"  items,  although  some  county  board  members  were  unaware  of 
some  of  their  role  responsibilities.  County  board  members  frequently  indicated 
that  they  were  responsible  for  role  items  for  which  they  actually  were  not 
responsible.  There  was  greater  consensus  among  county  board  members  con¬ 
cerning  their  civil  defense  role  "responsibilities"  than  when  both  "respon¬ 
sibilities"  and  "non-responsibilities"  were  considered. 

Consensus  Comparison _2:  mayors'  definition  of  the  county  board  member ' s 
role  compared  with  the  "ideal"  definition  of  the  county  board  member ' s  role 

Mayors  had  a  somewhat  better  understanding  of  actual  role  responsibilities 
of  county  board  members  than  they  did  of  county  board  members'  non-responsi¬ 
bilities.  Almost  one-half  of  the  county  board  members’  non-responsibility 
item*  were  seen  by  mayors  to  be  responsibility  items  of  county  board  members. 
There  was  somewhat  greater  consensus  among  mayors  concerning  the  county  board 
members’  role  responsibilities  than  there  was  when  both  responsibilities  and 
non-responsibilities  were  considered. 
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Consensus  Comparison _3:  local  civil  defense  directors 1  definition  of  the 
county  board  member 1 s  role  compared  with  the  "ideal11  definition  of  the  county 
board  member's  role 

County-municipal  civil  defense  directors  had  a  better  understanding  of 
admit  rolu  reuponitbliities  of  county  board  members  Chan  they  did  of  non- 
rosponaibi litiea.  Almost  one-half  of  the  county  board  members 1  non- responsi¬ 
bility  items  were  seen  incorrectly  by  local  directors  to  be  responsibility 
items  of  county  board  members.  There  was  a  somewhat  greater  consensus  among 
local  civil  defense  directors  concerning  the  county  board  members'  role  respon¬ 
sibilities  than  there  was  when  both  responsibilities  and  non-responsibilities 
were  considered. 

County  board  member 1 s  role:  summary  comparisons 

The  three  groups  of  role-def iners  did  not  show  complete  consensus  on 
their  definitions  of  the  county  board  members'  role  responsibilities.  It 
was  found  that  county-municipal  civil  defense  directors  had  the  greatest 
understanding  of  the  county  board  members'  role.  When  all  three  groups  of 
role-def iners  were  pooled,  it  was  found  that  they  correctly  identified 
slightly  over  one-half  of  the  "possible"  responsibility  items. 

Consensus  Comparison  4:  county  board  members'  definition  of  the  mayors '  civil 
defense  role  compared  with  the  "ideal"  definition  of  the  mayor 1 s  role 

County  board  members  correctly  identified  most  (three- fourths)  of  the 
item-decisions  pertaining  to  the  mayor's  civil  defense  role.  The  county 
board  members'  responses  indicated  that  they  understood  equally  well  the 
responsibility  items  and  non-responsibility  items  of  mayors.  < 

Consensus  Comparison  j>:  mayors '  definition  of  the  mayor 1 s  civil  defense  role 
compared  with  the  "ideal"  definition  of  the  mayor 1 s  role 

Approximately  three- fourths  of  both  responsibility  and  non- responsibility 
items  of  mayors  were  correctly  identified  by  mayors,  i.e.,  mayors  had  approxi¬ 
mately  the  same  understanding  of  actual  responsibilities  of  the  mayor's  role 
as  they  did  of  the  non-responsibilities  of  the  mayor's  role. 
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Consensus  Comparison  6:  local  civil  defense  directors 1  definition  of  the  mayor 1 s 
C*-VH  defense  role  compared  with  the  "ideal"  definition  of  the  mayor 1  s  role 

County-municipal  civil  defense  directors  correctly  Identified  most  of  the 
mayors'  civil  defense  responsibility  items,  but  failed  to  correctly  identify 
two- fifths  of  the  non- responsibility  items  of  mayors.  The  conclusion  is  that 
county-municipal  civil  defense  directors  had  a  somewhat  greater  understanding  of 
actual  role  responsibilities  of  mayors  than  they  did  of  non-responsibilities  of 
mayors. 

Mayor 1 f  role:  summary  comparisons 

For  responsibility  items,  all  three  role-definer  groups  (county  board  mem¬ 
bers,  mayors,  and  local  civil  defense  directors)  had  about  three- fourths  of  the 
item-decisions  correct.  When  comparing  non-responsibility  items,  it  was  found 
that  county  board  members  and  mayors  had  a  somewhat  greater  understanding  of 
the  non-responsibility  items  than  did  the  local  directors.  When  the  three  role- 
clef  iners  were  pooled,  it  was  found  that  they  correctly  identified  about  three- 
fourths  of  the  non- responsibility  items. 

When  both  responsibility  and  non- responsibility  items  were  analyzed,  county 
board  members  distributed  themselves  as  somewhat  more  knowledgeable  about  the 
mayor's  role  than  did  either  mayors  or  county-municipal  civil  defense  directors. 
Directors  distributed  themselves  over  a  wider  range  than  did  the  others. 

Consensus  Comparison  2’  county  board  members'  definition  of  the  local  civil 
defense  director's  role  compared  with  the  "ideal”  definition  of  the  local 
director's  role 

County  board  members  correctly  identified  most  of  the  possible  responsi¬ 
bility  items  for  county-municipal  civil  defense  directors.  They  correctly 
identified  more  responsibility  than  non- responsibility  items.  County  board 
members  had  a  better  understanding  of  responsibilities  of  county-municipal 
civil  defense  directors  than  they  did  of  non-responsibilities. 

Consensus  Comparison  8:  mayors '  definition  of  the  local  civil  defense  director's 
role  compared  with  the  "ideal"  definition  of  the  local  director 1 s  role 

Mayors  correctly  identified  most  of  the  possible  responsibility  items 
of  the  county-municipal  civil  defense  directors.  Mayors  had  approximately 
the  same  understanding  of  actual  role  responsibilities  of  county-municipal 
civil  defense  directors  as  they  had  of  non-responsibilities. 
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Consensus  Comparison  9:  local  civil  defense  directors'  definition  of  the 
local  civil  defense  director's  role  compared  with  the  "ideal"  definition  csf 
the  local  director's  role 

County-municipal  civil  defense  directors  correctly  identified  most  of 
the  possible  responsibility  items  of  their  role.  County-municipal  civil 
defense  directors  had  a  slightly  better  understanding  of  actual  role  respon¬ 
sibilities  of  county-municipal  civil  defense  directors  than  they  did  of  non¬ 
responsibilities.  However,  over  three- fourths  of  the  non- responsibility 
items  were  correctly  identified  by  county-municipal  civil  defense  directors. 

County-municipal  civil  defense  director's  role:  summary  comparisons 

More  than  three- fourths  of  the  county  board  members',  mayors',  and  county 
municipal  civil  defense  directors'  item-decisions  were  correct,  When  focus¬ 
ing  on  non-responsibility  items,  it  can  be  seen  that  mayors  and  county-munici¬ 
pal  civil  defense  directors  made  somewhat  more  correct  item-decisions  than 
did  county  board  members.  When  all  three  groups  of  role-definers  are  pooled, 
it  can  be  seen  that  they  identified  three-fourths  of  the  non-responsibility 
items.  When  both  responsibility  and  non-responsibility  items  are  combined, 
it  can  be  seen  that  county-municipal  civil  defense  directors  had  the  greatest 
understanding  of  the  local  director's  role. 

Summary  Highlights  of  Role  Definers' 

Knowledge  of  Their  Own  Roles 

The  following  summarizes  answers  to  these  questions: 

1.  Do  county  board  members  understand  their  own  civil  defense  role 
better  than  they  understand  the  mayor's  civil  defense  role  or  the  local  civil 
defense  director's  role? 

2.  Do  mayors  understand  their  own  civil  defense  role  better  than  they 
understand  the  county  board  member's  civil  defense  role  or  the  local  civil 
defense  director's  role? 

3.  Do  local  civil  defense  directors  understand  their  own  civil  defense 
role  better  than  they  understand  the  county  board  member's  civil  defense  role 
or  the  mayor's  civil  defense  role? 
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Role-def iners:  county  board  members 

Responsibility  items  When  the  county  board  members '  perceptions  of 
the  three  roles  were  compared,  it  was  found  that  the  county  board  members 
understood  the  local  civil  defense  director's  rol|  better  than  either  their 
own  role  or  the  mayor's  role.  And  they  understood  their  own  role  better  than 
the  mayor's  role. 

Possible  responsibility  items  When  the  county  board  members '  per¬ 
ceptions  of  the  three  roles  were  compared  (on  non- responsibility  as  well  as 
responsibility  items) ,  it  was  found  that  the  county  board  members  understood 
the  local  civil  defense  director's  role  better  than  either  their  own  role  or 
the  mayor's  role.  But  here  they  understood  the  mayor's  role  better  than 
their  own  role. 

Role-definers:  mayors 

Responsibility  items  When  the  mayors'  perceptions  of  the  three  roles 
were  compared,  it  was  found  that  the  mayors  understood  the  county  board  mem¬ 
ber's  role  better  than  either  their  own  role  or  the  local  civil  defense  director's 
role.  And  they  understood  the  county  board  member's  role  better  than  the 
local  civil  defense  director's  role. 

Possible  responsibility  items  When  the  mayors '  perceptions  of  the 
three  roles  were  compared  (on  non-responsibility  as  well  as  responsibility 
items) ,  it  was  found  that  the  mayors  understood  the  local  civil  defense 
director's  role  better  than  either  the  mayor's  role  or  the  county  board  mem¬ 
ber's  role.  And  it  was  found  that  the  mayors  understood  their  own  role 
better  than  the  county  board  member's  role. 

Role-definers:  local  civil  defense  directors 

Responsibility  items  When  the  local  civil  defense  directors'  per¬ 
ceptions  of  the  three  roles  were  compared,  it  was  found  that  the  directors 
understood  the  county  board  member's  role  better  than  the  mayor's  role  or 
their  own  role. 

Possible  responsibility  items  When  the  local  civil  defense  directors' 
perceptions  of  the  three  roles  were  compared  (on  non-responsibility  as  well 
as  responsibility  items)  ,  it  was  found  that  the  directors  understood  their 
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own  role*  bettor  than  either  the  county  board  member's  role  or  the  mayor's 
role.  And  the  directors  understood  the  mayor's  role  better  than  the  county 
board  member's  role. 

Some  Implications  from  Consensus  Comparisons 

One  . mplication  of  the  consensus  analysis  is  that  an  evaluation  of  methods 
(present  and  proposed)  to  define  civil  defense  role  definitions  of  local 
elected  officials  might  be  fruitful  since  role  understandings  vary  con¬ 
siderably.  Also,  the  role  definition  of  the  local  civil  defense  director 
needs  to  be  correctly  communicated  to  relevant  individuals.  The  clarifi¬ 
cation  of  rote  definitions  might  include  (1)  a  more  specific  statement  of 
what  tasks  are  to  be  performed  and  what  tasks  are  not  to  be  performed  in  each 
role  (that  is,  a  "job  description"),  and  (2)  more  effective  communication  of 
role  definitions  to  relevant  persons.  Further,  not  only  do  county  board 
members,  mayors,  and  local  civil  defense  directors  need  to  better  understand 
each,  others  roles,  but  they  also  need  to  better  understand  their  own  role. 

Another  implication  stems  from  the  frequent  perception  of  non-responsi- 
bilities  as  responsibilities  by  role-definers .  Perhaps,  some  local  officials 
arc  not  performing  because  they  think  they  have  more  tasks  to  perform  than 
they  actually  have.  These  incorrect  perceptions  may  result  in  role-conflict 
and  inefficiency  among  local  elected  officials  and  local  civil  defense 
directors. 

A  number  of  local  elected  officials  and  local  civil  defense  directors 
said  they  did  not  know  whether  or  not  certain  items  were  responsibilities. 
Perhaps  a  person  who  says  he  does  not  know  whether  or  not  an  item  is  a  respon- 
sibil  ity  may  be.  easier  to  inform  than  one  who  has  an  incorrect  perception 
regarding  the  item. 
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Summary  Highlights  and  Implications  of 
Findings  of  Congruence  Comparisons 

County  board  member 1 s  "possible  responsibility"  items 

Responsibility  items  Most  county  board  members  said  they  had  per¬ 
formed  two  or  three  of  the  six  responsibility  items  of  county  board  members. 

Most  mayors  and  local  civil  defense  directors  stated  that  county  board  mem¬ 
bers  had  performed  three  or  less  of  the  six  ideal  county  board  member's 
role  responsibility  items. 

There  was  more  congruence  between  the  county  board  members '  evaluation 
of  their  role  performance  and  the  "ideal"  definition  of  the  county  board 
member's  role,  than  there  was  congruence  between  mayors'  and  directors'  per¬ 
ceptions  of  county  board  members  performance  and  the  "ideal"  county  board 
member's  role. 

Non-responsibility  items  County  board  members  said  they  had  per¬ 
formed  many  tasks  which,  according  to  the  "ideal"  role  definition,  are  actually 
"non-responsibility"  items  for  county  board  members.  Many  mayors  and  local 
civil  defense  directors  also  perceived  that  county  board  members  had  performed 
tasks  which  according  to  the  "ideal"  role  definitions  are  actually  "non-respon¬ 
sibility"  items  for  county  board  members. 

County  board  members  said  they  had  performed  more  of  the  non-responsibility 
items  than  mayors  or  local  civil  defense  directors  perceived  the  county  bosrd 
members  had  performed. 

Mayor ' s  "possible  responsibility"  items 

Responsibility  items  Most  mayors  said  they  had  performed  three  or 
less  of  the  five  responsibility  items  of  mayors.  Most  county  board  members 
and  local  civil  defense  directors  stated  that  mayors  had  performed  two  c r 
three  of  the  five  responsibility  items  of  mayors. 

There  was  slightly  more  congruence  between  the  county  board  members 
evaluation  of  the  mayor  'srole  and  the  "ideal"  role  than  there  was  congrs  .nee 
between  mayors'  and  directors'  perceptions  of  the  mayors'  performance  anr 
the  "ideal"  mayor's  role. 


Non-responsibility  items  Most  mayors  perceived  that  they  had  not 
performed  tasks  which  according  to  the  "ideal"  role  definition  are  "non¬ 
responsibility"  items  for  mayors.  Most  county  board  members  stated  that 
mayors  had  not  performed  any  non-responsibility  tasks.  Most  local  civil 
defense  directors  said  that  mayors  had  performed  one  of  the  two  non-respon¬ 
sibility  items. 

Mayors  said  they  had  performed  fewer  non-responsibility  items  than 
either  the  county  board  members  or  the  local  civil  defense  directors  per¬ 
ceived  they  had  performed.  More  local  civil  defense  directors  stated  that 
mayors  had  performed  non-responsibility  items  than  either  mayors  or  county 
board  members  stated  mayors  had  performed. 

County- municipal  civil  defense  director 1 s  "possible  responsibility"  items 

Responsibility  items  Most  local  civil  defense  directors  stated  that 
they  had  performed  six  to  eight  of  the  ten  responsibility  items  of  local 
civil  defense  directors.  Most  of  the  county  board  members  also  said  that 
the  directors  had  performed  six  to  eight  of  the  ten  responsibility  items. 
Most  of  the  mayors  indicated  that  the  directors  had  performed  seven  or  fewer 
of  the  ten  responsibility  items. 

There  was  more  congruence  between  the  local  civil  defense  directors' 
evaluation  of  their  role  performance  and  the  "ideal"  definition  of  the 
director's  role  than  there  was  congruence  between  the  mayors  perceptions 
of  the  directors'  performance  and  the  director's  "ideal"  role.  The  county 
board  members  had  about  the  same  congruence  between  their  perception  of  the 
performance  of  director's  and  the  "ideal"  director's  role  as  the  directors 
had. 

Non-responsibility  items  All  of  the  role  performance  evaluators 
(county  board  members,  mayors,  and  local  civil  defense  directors)  perceived 
that  the  local  civil  defense  directors  had  not  performed  the  two  non-respon¬ 
sibility  items. 

The  role  performance  evaluators  showed  complete  congruence  in  their 
evaluation  of  the  local  civil  defense  directors'  performance  of  non-respon¬ 
sibility  items  and  the  "ideal"  definition  of  non- responsibility  items. 


22 


In  general,  it  can  he  said  that  county  board  members,  mayors,  and  county- 
municipal  civil  defense  directors  are  not  performing  all  their  civil  defence 
role  responsibilities,  as  defined  by  official  civil  defense  sources.  Also, 
it  can  be  said  that  county  board  members  and  mayors  are  performing  tasks 
which  are  not  their  responsibilities,  as  defined  by  official  civil  defense 
sources. 

Some  implications  are:  If  local  elected  officials  and  local  civil 
defense  directors  tire  to  perform  their  civil  defense  roles  effectively, 

(1)  they  should  understand  and  perform  their  tasks;  and  (2)  they  should 
understand  which  tasks  are  not  theirs,  and  not  perform  them.  Which  is  to  say, 
not  only  do  local  elected  officials  and  local  civil  defense  directors 
need  to  understand  their  own  civil  defense  roles,  they  need  to  understand 
the  roles  of  others  with  local  responsibility  for  civil  defense. 

One  complaint  sometimes  heard  from  local  elected  officials  is  that 
the  state  legislature  and  the  many  government  organizations  are  demanding 
that  they  perform  more  tasks  than  they  have  time  or  facilities  to  perform. 

The  foregoing  analysis  shows  that  some  county  board  members  and  mayors  are 
performing  certain  tasks  which  are  not  only  unnecessary  but  which  are  actually 
component  parts  of  roles  of  incumbents  of  other  positions. 
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